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(3) STATUS OF CLAIMS 

All claims have been finally rejected. 

(5) SUMMARY OF INVENTION 

The present invention provides a computer model for describing a performance of a 
segmented transmission line (Figs. 1-9) having a plurality of segments (page 13, lines 5-7), each 
segment having a transfer function (page 7, line 22), comprising: 

(a) means for storing at least one characteristic value the transfer function of a 
respective segment of the segmented transmission line (page 13, lines 9-12); 
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(b) means for storing information relating to at least one algorithm, said algorithm 
being for determining the effect of a respective characteristic value and sequence of transmission 
line segments on a performance of the overall segmented transmission line (page 7, line 20-page 
8, line 2); and 

(c) means for adjusting a characteristic value (page 13, lines 15-18), 

whereby a set of characteristic values is defined (page 14, Table 1, page 15, Table 2, page 
17, Table 3) for respective transmission line segments, having an optimized performance in view 
of the at least one algorithm (page 13, lines 21-22). 

The present invention also provides a method for optimizing the segment characteristics 
of a segmented transmission line (page 13, lines 5-7), comprising the steps of modeling the 
electrical performance of the segmented transmission line (page 13, lines 9-11), evaluating the 
model for electrical performance (page 13, lines 11-12, Figs. 1-9), and selecting a set of segment 
characteristics, based on the evaluation, which meets a set of predefined optimization criteria 
(page 14, Table 1, page 15, Table 2, page 17, Table 3). 

The present invention further provides a computer system (page 13, lines 1 1-12) for 
describing a performance of a segmented transmission line having a plurality of segments (page 
14, Table 1, page 15, Table 2, page 17, Table 3), each segment having a transfer function (page 
7, line 22), comprising: 

(a) a memory location storing at least one characteristic value the transfer function of 
a respective segment of the segmented transmission line (page 13, lines 9-10); 

(b) a memory location storing information relating to at least one algorithm, said 
algorithm being for determining the effect of a respective characteristic value and sequence of 
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transmission line segments on a performance of the overall segmented transmission line ((page 

13, lines 12-14); and 

(c) a processor, executing a program for iteratively adjusting a set of characteristic 
values for respective transmission line segments (page 13, lines 18-21) to achieve an optimized 
performance (page 13, lines 21-23) within a predetermined performance constraint with respect 
to the at least one algorithm (page 9, lines 18-20). 

The characteristic value may be a length of a respective transmission line segment (page 

14, Table l,page 15, Table 2, page 17, Table 3). 

The at least one algorithm may calculate a transfer function of the segmented 
transmission line (page 7, line 22). 

The adjusting means may allow adjustment of all characteristic values, the adjustments 
being based on a determined performance of the segmented transmission line (page 13, lines 12- 



The segmented transmission line comprises, for example, an air-spaced coaxial 
transmission line adapted for transmitting an RF signal (page 16, lines 15-17), the performance 
comprising signal transmission efficiency (page 2, lines 1-3, page 17, lines 14-19). 

The precision of the algorithm may exceed a manufacturing tolerance of the segmented 
transmission line ((page 14, Table 1, page 15, Table 2, page 17, Table 3, page 17, lines 21-22). 

The model may further comprise means for outputting a predicted performance of the 
segmented transmission line based on the respective characteristic values (Fig. 5-9). 

The respective characteristic values are generally non-incrementally and non 
monotonically distributed across a range, (page 14, Table 1, page 15, Table 2, page 17, Table 3). 
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A set of transmission line segments may be produced according to the selected segment 
characteristics. (Example 2, page 16, line 15-page 17, line 22). 

The segment characteristic may comprise a respective segment length and the 
optimization criteria comprises a minimization of worst case VS WR over a radio frequency 
band, (page 4, lines 10-12). 

The set of segment characteristics is generally in an optimal order. (Page 16, line 15-page 
17, line 13). 

The performance constraint may be a signal transmission efficiency (page 2, lines 1-3) or 
aVSWR(page 11, lines 13-14). 

Please note that the claims as filed also provide support for the claims as now presented. 

(6) ISSUES 

1 . Whether claims 1 -25 are properly rejected under 35 U.C.S. § 1 1 2, first paragraph, 
as failing to be supported by an enabling specification. 

2. Whether claims 1-25 are properly rejected under 35 U.C.S. § 112, first paragraph, 
as failing to meet the written description requirement 

3. Whether claims 1-25 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite or failing to include missing steps or elements. 

4. Whether claims 10-1 1 and 13-21 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Fleming-Dahl US 5,218,326. 

5. Whether claims 1-9, 12 and 22-25 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being obvious over the '326 patent in view of Huss (IEEE article). 

(7) GROUPING OF CLAIMS 

The rejected claims of the application do not stand or fall together. Applicants request 
that each claim be examined on its own merits. Applicants set forth in the argument section 
below, why the claims of the group are separately patentable. 
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(8) ARGUMENT 

ENABLEMENT, 35 U.S.C. §112, FIRST PARAGRAPH 

Claims 1 -25 are rejected under 35 U.C.S. § 1 12, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to be 
supported by an enabling specification. 

The Examiner makes the assertion that undue experimentation would be required to 
implement the invention. In fact, at the time of the invention, ordinary skill in the art, in view of 
the specification, would have known what a transmission line is, how to make one, how it 
operates, what its electrical behavior is (or at least how to determine it), and most importantly, 
the limitations of existing methodologies and the inherent compromises made in the art. A 
number of different software tools, including SPICE and MatLab, were available, as well a much 
more specialized tools specifically addressing the transmission line markets, for analyzing the 
properties and performance of segmented transmission lines. 

One of ordinary skill in the art had the skill to either calculate the transfer function of a 
segment, or directly measure it, or employ available tools for this purpose. See, e.g., US 
5,719,794 (Page 4, line 14), and US 5,436,846 (page 6, line 1), as well as page 7, line 20-page 8, 
line 10. In fact, the Examiner provides no evidence in support of his position, and rather seeks to 
impose an undefined burden on applicant. The Examiner has made no allegation that he is a 
person of ordinary skill, nor has he qualified himself as an expert to submit an affidavit as to 
what the level of skill in the art is. Therefore, the Examiner's unsupported legal argument does 
not constitute evidence. The available evidence, such as issued US patents which clearly discuss 
the availability of these techniques, and indeed report the results of the use thereof, do constitute 
substantial evidence that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have 
known how to establish a transfer function for a transmission line segment, and how to construct 
a model of the segmented transmission line, the model accounting for observed material 
behavior. 

With respect to optimization, the art, including issued US patents, as well as a large mass 
of scholarly literature, see, e.g., http://citeseer.ni ,nec.com/cs?q^optimization&cs :=:: l (more that 
10,000 results!) clearly indicates that this is a mature field, and the mere reference to that field 
would have indicated to one of ordinary skill in the art the type of techniques which could be 
employed. The specification, in fact, does describe one such technique, which was used top 
generate the results reported in the specification. 
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Applicants thus take the position that the person to which this invention is directed would 
have been presented with the question, "how do I determine the lengths of transmission line 
segments?/' as was previously presented in the art by Fleming-Dahl or other references cited in 
the specification. This hypothetical person would also have known the adverse consequences of 
selecting an inappropriate set of lengths. With this in mind, it is inconceivable that this 
hypothetical person would not, in view of the specification, been well aware of the measurement 
of electrical performance and VS WR of a segmented transmission line. Likewise, the 
hypothetical person of ordinary skill in the art would have at least rudimentary engineering or 
technical training, and would therefore understand the concept of a transfer function, since this is 
a basic concept. Finally, presented with the description in the specification, the person of 
ordinary skill would have, without the exercise of inventive skill, been able to implement a 
model of the segmented transmission line, and optimized the segment lengths, for example by 
successive iterations with increasingly smaller increments, as taught in the specification. Even 
were such a hypothetical person to adopt Huss as a starting point for an optimization in 
accordance with the present invention, he or she would have quickly determined that the 
technique was inoperative for this purpose (see below), and therefore refined the model to 
accurately predict the performance of the system. 

The interrelated concepts of a model and transfer function are well known, and form the 
basis for first level engineering courses. No express teaching of these concepts is required in 
order to impart the person of ordinary skill with a capacity to model a segmented transmission 
line without undue experimentation or the exercise of inventive skill. 

The level of ordinary skill in the art must be applied correspondingly for both 35 U.S.C. § 
1 12 and 35 U.S.C. §§ 102-103. Therefore, it is inconsistent for the Examiner to argue that 
Fleming-Dahl; and Huss would have been known to a person of ordinary skill in the art, and 
applied to the problem presented herein, and that this same person of ordinary skill in the art 
would not understand the very concepts presented therein. The citation of these references by 
the Examiner serves as an admission that these are within the knowledge of one of ordinary skill 
in the art, and, in fact, is the only evidence presented by the Examiner as to this level of skill. 
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WRITTEN DESCRIPTION, 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, FIRST PARAGRAPH 

Claims 1-25 are rejected under 35 U.C.S. §112, first paragraph, as failing to meet the 
written description requirement, e.g., for failing to provide any substantive detail, other than 
mere reference, to a model, characteristic values, transfer functions, algorithms, distributions, 
and means for optimization. The Board is implored to review the entire specification, not merely 
page 13, as suggested by the Examiner. It will be seen, as per reference to the Summary of the 
Invention (section 5) provided above, that support is drawn from throughout the specification. 

The Examiner states that he "does not know what the model is, how to build it with 
parameters, what the algorithm is, and how the optimization is carrier out." A model is quite 
simply a description of the relevant behavior of a system. The complexity of the model required 
depends on the relevance of the behavior. The specification, in fact, does provide guidance: 
page 7, line 20 - page 10, line 9, page 13, lines 9-23. It should be clear that a preferred 
implementation of the invention provides a "model" of the segmented transmission line, 
constructed using the transfer functions of the individual segments, with the optimization 
occurring by testing various sets of length combinations of the respective segments until a best, 
or at least a sufficient, result is obtained, using successive smaller increments. 

Applicants have, indeed, presented actual data in the specification for results of the 
present invention, demonstrating its actual reduction to practice and utility. This data was 
obtained through the use of the method described. 

The Examiner states that it is applicant's opinion that the prior art is enabled. In fact, 
issued US patents are presumed to be valid, and enablement is a requirement for a patent, 
therefore no affidavit need be presented supporting the enablement of a disclosure in an issued 
patent. On the contrary, in order to overcome the presumption of validity for an issued patent, 
the Examiner must make an affidavit that the prior patent is not enabled, suffering the 
presumably likely consequence of a sua sponte reexamination by the Commissioner of the Patent 
Office. Thus, the Examiner is in error regarding the legal presumption and attendant burden to 
overcome it. 

The Examiner cites MPEP 2164.05 in support of his ability to make an enablement 
rejection and shift the burden to applicant; however, the question remains whether a "reasonable 
basis" has been established, and if so, whether applicants have overcome the applicable burden. 
In fact, the specification stands as a document under oath, and it is evidence of its content. The 
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Examiner has failed to define the level of skill in the art (except by implicit admission with 
respect to the art rejections), and therefore cannot have established a prima facie element of the 
rejection sufficient to give rise to the "reasonable basis". Likewise, the Examiner has repeated 
that he does not "know what the model is, how to build it with parameters, what the algorithm is, 
and how the optimization is carrier out." Is the Examiner representative of one of ordinary skill 
in the art? What are the Examiner's qualifications and experience? If presented with the 
computer code requested by him, would he be able to interpret it? Is the Examiner unaware of 
typical computer software, such as SPICE and Matlab, and other packages more specific for 
transmission lien analysis, which externalize the particular issues of implementing the model and 
optimization from the user? Please bear in mind that MPEP 2164.05 states: "The examiner 
should never make the determination based on personal opinion." 

It is respectfully submitted that the Examiner has not met his burden of establishing a 
reasonable basis to question the enablement, and even if he has, applicant has rebutted any such 
presumption by citing particular passages of the specification, and establishing a level of skill in 
the art. 

DEFINITENESS, 35 U.S.C. § 112, SECOND PARAGRAPH 

The Examiner states that the meaning of "transfer function" in claims 8-9, 17-20, 22-25 is 
indefinite, and the specification does not clarify the meaning of the word. In fact, there is simply 
no ambiguity in the meaning of the phrase to one of ordinary skill in the art. There is a single 
concept invoked by this phrase, relating to a description of the transformation of a signal 
between input and output. The Examiner states that many different types of transfer functions 
may be defined; however, these are essentially various simplifications of a rigorous treatment; 
clearly, one may not make simplifying presumptions which omit material characteristics, while 
alleging that it remains the same: is a bicycle the same as car, merely because it makes the only 
simplifying presumptions of omitting two wheels and a motor? The transfer function, as 
required by the claim, is that formulation necessary to build the model, which itself describes 
material behavior(s) of the system. 

The Examiner states that claims 1-25 are incomplete for omitting essential steps or 
elements, i.e., applicants have not claimed the details which are necessary for carrying out the 
optimization. In fact, optimizations are well known. The details of the optimization are quite 
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distinct from the present invention, which is a model, method, or computer program, which uses 
an optimization, of any type. Typically, such a "written description" rejection is asserted where 
applicant states that a particular step or element is a critical part of the invention, and then fails to 
so limit the claims. In the present case, applicants have made no such assertion, and Examiner 
indeed has admitted that the details of the optimization are missing from the specification. In 
fact, a description of the optimization is present in the specification, but no criticality alleged in 
the details thereof. Such an optimization proceeds to tune a set of parameters, to achieve an 
"optimum" condition. Perhaps the Examiner is confused by the simplicity of the technique, in 
seeking a deeper concept. No such depth is required for an understanding or implementation of 
the invention, and there is no alleged or admitted criticality to the optimization process per se. 

The fact that the claims encompass future inventions does not mean that they are 
overbroad, and in fact, virtually all patent claims are likely to encompass such future 
embodiments. That applicants admit that unknown optimizations would fall under the literal 
claim scope is not a rationale for claiming defect in the claim structure. 

It is respectfully submitted that these rejections should be reversed. 

ANTICIPATION REJECTION 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 10-1 1 and 13-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Fleming-Dahl US 5,218,326 (hereinafter "the '326 patent"). 

As previously stated, the '326 patent relates to a mathematical method for defining a set 
of coaxial cable lengths, in no particular order , which operates in the abstract on pure numbers 
representing length ratios to achieve a desired set of relative lengths. At no time during the 
selection of the cable lengths according to the '326 patent is the performance of the segmented 
transmission line modeled , nor is the model evaluated . 

The lengths are not analyzed by way of a model. The Fleming-Dahl reference is devoid 
of any disclosure that the electrical performance of a model of the segmented transmission line. 
The background section of Fleming-Dahl relates only to general concepts and the prior art, with 
no disclosure how or why such modeling (alleged by the Examiner to be outside the ordinary 
skill in the art) should be performed. Indeed, Col. 2, lines 1-54 appear to teach away from a 
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complex impedance modeling approach. This impedance, when rigorously represented, may be 
equivalent to a transfer function. 

The passage on Col. 4, lines 14-32, does not state that the system is modeled, and in fact 
the passage is consistent with actual measurement of performance (see Col. 4, lines 30-32). The 
passage on Col. 4. lines 17-20, in fact, relates to a power analysis, which is admitted by Fleming- 
Dahl on Col. 1. lines 43-68 as being an inaccurate representation of component behavior, and 
thus also fails to represent a model, since it admittedly fails to represent material behavior of the 
system. 

The Examiner has therefore failed to set forth a prima facie case of anticipation of claim 
10, and claims dependent therefrom, since material elements of the claim are absent from the 



OBVIOUSNESS REJECTION 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1-9, 12 and 22-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over the 
'326 patent in view of Huss. 

The Examiner admits that Fleming Dahl fail to disclose a transfer function (i.e., a 
performance assessment parameter), for which Huss is cited as supplying the missing teaching. 
Note that applicants distinguish principally on the basis that Fleming-Dahl do not employ a 
transfer function in their method, and reserve judgment as to whether a transfer function is 
expressly or inherently disclosed. In any case, the development of a suitable transfer function of 
a transmission line segment was within the scope of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention. 

The Examiner, by applying Huss, seeks to muddy the waters by presenting a false model, 
with an express disclaimer that the results presented are based on numerous simplifying 
presumptions, and that the results are limited to applications where such presumptions are 
immaterial. In fact, a reading of this reference would directly indicate to one skilled in the art 
that various shortcuts and simplifications are being made which will necessarily result in 
inaccuracies. A further reading would force the person of ordinary skill in the art to conclude 
that the simplifying presumptions would likely result in material errors. 



reference. 
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The Abstract of Huss clearly states: 'The lumped element model uses pole zero 
approximations to cable transfer functions." Page 1845, Col. 2, after equation 13 states: "To 
model a distributed circuit with lumped elements, the system response must be approximated by 
a pole-zero system.... Other lumped element models... assume that the impedance is complex. 
These models are more complicated and cannot be used to build hardware models of the cable." 
Likewise, it would be clear to one of ordinary skill seeking to build a model of the behavior of a 
segmented transmission line, that the order of elements cannot be ignored by lumping the 
elements, while achieving a suitable result representing an optimization, since reflections over 
multiple segments are clearly possible, and their effects material. In using a the simplified 
analysis of Huss, the optimization would simply fail 

In particular, it should be clear from a review of Huss that it is only concerned with 
forward transfer, and does not address reflections at discontinuities. Simplifying presumptions 
are apparent at almost every stage of Huss' analysis, resulting in an analytic framework which is 
inapplicable for a useful optimization of a segmented transmission line according to the present 
invention. In short, the "model" presented fails to account for material behavior of the system, 
and must be rejected as such. In addition, the analysis of Huss is not segment-order dependent, 
and thus an optimization based thereon, either alone or in combination with Fleming-Dahl, 
would not yield an ordered set of segments. Thus, claims 1 and 22 are clearly distinguished. 
Further, neither Fleming-Dahl nor Huss teaches or suggests an iterative process for optimization, 
thus distinguishing claim 22. 

SEPARATE PATENTABILITY OF THE CLAIMS 

Independent claims 1,10, 22, do not stand or fall together because they have material 

differences in scope. Claim 1 provides a computer model, while claim 10 provides a method for 

optimizing and claim 22 provides a computer system. Claim 1 provides an algorithm, while 

claim 10 simply models the electrical performance, and claim 22 provides a processor for 

iteratively adjusting. Claims 1 and 22 provide a transfer function, while claim 10 does not. 

Therefore, these claims are materially different and must be analyzed separately. See argument 

above. 

In fact, claims 1, 10 and 22 are separately patentable since the prior art as applied is not 
generic. Each of the independent claims has limitations, as described above, to which the art 
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must be applied distinctly. For example, Claim 1 relates to the model itself, and not the method 
or implementing computer system. As such, Fleming-Dahl do not claim to model the system, 
and Huss merely presents a simplified model, which fails to serve as a suitable model for 
application to the present problem, and would be inoperative to achieve the results set forth for 
the present invention. In particular, Huss does not describe the effect of a sequence of segments 
on the overall result. The prior art does not teach modeling the electrical performance of the 
transmission line, as required by claim 10. Note that when modeling a structure, one must 
describe its relevant behavior. The evidence presented by applicant in the specification 
demonstrates that the techniques of Fleming-Dahl or Huss fail to account for significant 
behavior, and therefore cannot be construed as models. The applied art does not teach or suggest 
an iterative process, as set forth in claim 22. It is thus apparent that each of the independent 
claims raises distinct issues, and must be analyzed separately. 

Claims 2, 1 1 and 23, from respectively different parent claims, provide that the set of 
segment characteristics comprises a respective length of each segment. Fleming-Dahl relates 
only to segment length, while the independent claims encompass optimization of other 
parameters. See, page 9, lines 5-6. Thus, these claims materially differ from their respective 
parent claim with respect to application of the art. 

Claims 3 and 12, from respectively different parent claims, provide that the model is 
evaluated to determine a transfer function of the segmented transmission line. Fleming-Dahl do 
not application of a transfer function, while Huss teach, at best, a poor (for present purposes) 
approximation of an transfer function. Therefore, the addition of a transfer function by these 
dependent claims differ from their respective parent with respect to application of the art. 

Claim 4 provides that the adjusting means allows adjustment of all characteristic values. 
This is a separate and distinct limitation from any of the independent claims, and represents a 
separate distinction from Fleming-Dahl. 

Claims 5 and 13, from respectively different parent claims, provide that segmented 
transmission line comprises an air-spaced coaxial transmission line. This limitation is distinct 
from the respective parent claims, which encompass other types of transmission lines, and thus 
differ from their respective parent claim with respect to application of the art. 

Claims 6 and 14, from respectively different parent claims, provide that the precision of 
the algorithm or evaluation exceeds a manufacturing tolerance of the segmented transmission 
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line. Fleming-Dahl indicates that the manufacturing tolerance is about ± 0.125", while the 
algorithm produces about 4 significant digits. However, the underlying process differs from that 
of the present invention: Fleming-Dahl provides a simple mathematical formula to define a 
cable length, while the present invention provides an iterative optimization. The accuracy of the 
optimization is therefore of a different character than a simple calculation of a prime root scaling. 
This especially the case wherein the optimization proceeds with successively smaller increments, 
and the claim therefore addresses a novel and non-obvious aspect of the optimization process, 
and thus differ from their respective parent claim with respect to application of the art. 

Claims 7 and 15, from respectively different parent claims, provide a further means or 
step of outputting, a predicted performance of the segmented transmission line based on the 
respective characteristic values. Fleming-Dahl do not address predicting a performance of a 
cable, while Huss do not accurately predict the performance of a segmented transmission line, 
since Huss employs a simplified analysis and a "pole-zero" approximation of actual 
performance, and thus differ from their respective parent claim with respect to application of the 
art. 

Claims 8 and 17, from respectively different parent claims, provide that the respective 
characteristic values are non-incrementally distributed across a range. Fleming-Dahl does indeed 
stand for the proposition that the increments in cable lengths should not only be non-incremental, 
but also have no common roots. However, Fleming-Dahl do not employ an optimization 
technique per se, and instead rely on a predefined formula. The optimization technique could 
conceivably result in an incremental spacing, but claims 8 and 17 define that it does not. 
Therefore, claims 8 and 17 thus differ from their respective parent claim with respect to 
application of the art. 

Claims 9 and 18, from respectively different parent claims, provide that the respective 
characteristic values are non-monotonically distributed across a range. Fleming-Dahl do not 
discuss the order of elements; or rather, there is no statement that the segments are not placed in 
size or arbitrary order. Therefore, the limitation that the segments are non-monotonic provides a 
novel and non-obvious distinction, and thus differ from their respective parent claim with respect 
to application of the art. 

Claim 16 provides the step of producing a set of transmission line segments according to 
the selected segment characteristics. Indeed, Fleming-Dahl do discuss producing a set of 
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transmission line segments, but the underlying theory of segment length differs, and therefore the 
claim is distinguished. This claim adds a material step, and thus differs from its respective 
parent claim with respect to application of the art. 

Claim 1 9 provides that the segment characteristic comprises a respective segment length 
and the optimization criteria comprises a minimization of worst case VSWR over a radio 
frequency band. Neither Fleming-Dahl nor Huss discusses an optimization of performance, and 
therefore the imposition of any optimization criteria is believed novel and non-obvious, and this 
claim differs from the respective parent claim with respect to application of the art. 

Claim 20 provides that the segmented transmission line comprises an air-spaced coaxial 
transmission line adapted for transmitting an RF signal; the segment characteristic comprises a 
respective segment length; and the optimization criteria comprises a minimization of worst case 
VSWR over a radio frequency band. See discussion of claims 11, 13, and 19, supra, the 
combination of which is believed to distinguish any particular individual aspect. 

Claim 2 1 provides that the set of segment characteristics is in an optimal order. Neither 
Fleming-Dahl nor Huss discusses any order-sensitivity at all, and therefore it is inherent that 
there is no optimization of segment order, and this claim differs from its respective parent claim 
with respect to application of the art. 

Claim 24 provides that the performance constraint is selected from the group consisting 
of a signal transmission efficiency and a VSWR. The respective parent claim does not discuss 
the particular performance constraint, and thus this claim is believed to add a novel and non- 
obvious limitation to the claim. 

Claim 25 provides that the segmented transmission line comprises an air-spaced coaxial 
transmission line adapted for transmitting an RF signal, the characteristic value being a length of 
a respective transmission line segment, the optimized respective characteristic values being non- 
incrementally and non-monotonically distributed across a range. See discussion of claims 11, 
13, 17 and 18, supra, the combination of which is believed to distinguish any particular 
individual aspect. 

Each claim cited above is therefore is distinct and has separate basis for patentability, and 
should be analyzed separately. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants therefore respectfully submit that the applicant was in possession of the 
invention at the time of the application, the presently claimed invention is adequately supported 
by the specification, includes definite claims, and is not anticipated nor obvious in view of the 
'326 patent alone or in view of Huss, and therefore that the present Final Rejection should be 
reversed. 



MILDE, HOFFBERG & MACKLIN LLP 
Suite 460, 10 Bank Street 
White Plains, NY 10606 
(914) 949-3100 
March 28, 2003' 




Steven M. Hoffberg 
Reg. 33,511 
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is based on the following error-minimizing optimization problem (2:1) min wfl 1 m fl fl \Gamma 

begin our analysis by justifying the use of the optimization problem (2. 1 ) which minimizes the average of 

ftp.cs.wisc.edu/tech-reports/reports/91/tr1054a.ps 

Twg^a^^pXBopJean F (1994) (C orrect ) (36 cit ations ) 

LanguagesJProcessors-compilers, optimization F.3.1 [Logics and Meanings of Programs] 

Abstract interpretation, Boolean algebra, code optimization, decision diagrams, deductive databases 

www.cs.mu.oz.au/-harald/p3pers/sas94.tr.ps.gz 

Fape Recognition Frc^m One Example. View - Beymer, .Poggio (1995) (Correct) (30. citations) 

(b) the computational expense of a non-convex optimization problem at runtime. However, since this 

publications.ai.mit.edU/ai~pubiications/1 500-1 999/AiM-1536.ps.Z 

Qathe.U^of Non : Statipn - Jpines (1994) (Correct) (35j?itatipns) 

Functions to Solve Nonlinear Constrained Optimization Problems with i'GA's Jeffrey A. JoVes and 
reported. 1 Introduction Constrained function optimization is an extremely important tool used in almost 
research, mathematics, and etc. Constrained optimization can be represented as a nonlinear programming 
xyww.fmmcenter.ncsu.edu/fac_staff/joines/papers/7papers/gacons.ps.gz 

Run-time Code G eneration and Mo dal-ML - Philip Wickline (1998 ) (Correct). (15 citations) 
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